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i-iT, Ilich^d L, Huff, ^'o-Director 

OIP 

^partmont of Justice 
Washin^^ton, D.C, 205':50 

Dear Mr. 



89-1077 <ic1123 



^ Your letter of the 14th makes mo wonder if I am better of v/ith your usual pr^-ctice, 
ot isnor^ my api^ealts, or wit:, your lyin^:, as you do in tliis lottor. (l ignore another 
^^ternativo because c— director Metcalfe used it only once, referring my appeal from an 
PJI decision the PBI for response. I guess I should say overtly once.) 

*^ng thii basic tilings to wliich you do not respond at all is the fact that in the 
disclosure of some of those records about me to a tliird party the covering FBI sh( 3 et, a 
copy of which I sent you, says I am the "subject" of the reciuest. It has to bo apparent 
froiii y..‘Ur letter tliat if you cire not lying about ti-is the FBI certainly did! 

My appeal foroi the FBI's failure to respond to ny request for the inforuati^ 
relating to the disclosure of records relating to me was^a simple request requiiliig no 
search at allj was last jime . Are you thcit far behind in resi^onding to simple appeals? 

You begin by referring to your fj^further inve.wtigation." Besides the fact that you 
clec*rly liave done notliin^i tliat can reasonably be called an investigation, you did have a 
member of ^ our staff speak to a lawyer friend who does not represent me in tliis but he 
did not dpeak to me and he did not respond to the letter I then addressed to him. Bo I 
have another wonders am I better of! liihen you "inve.;tigate" and then lie about it or ^ust 
ignore me? 

‘•^’liis is in tki second paragraph of your Icrtter. I ignorr^ the nonsese that follows 
imi.iediately and quoto the last sentence in tluit paragraphs "As you know (and I sure as )i 
hell don't know any such tiling!) at tliat time FOIA processing was in its infancy at the bur- 
eau , la\/ onforcomont records liaving been exempt from the in their entireties prior to 
1975. 



I reofjrabd r very well liow tlie FBI rei^rote the 1966 Act usin,; ms to do it - in the 
case over wliich the Congress amended the judicial rewriting of the act to restore its 
origima and legisl/ited intent. It accomplished tli^it by lying under oath by the FBI and 
by lying to the court tlirouf^h its counsel. It prevaileti in that case by telling the court 
that the attorney general decided it would not be in -he "nation^il interest" to disclose 
those non— secret records to me, 1‘lis not only was a lie, as my counsel tliereafter w^l 3 
able to prove, but it is, according to tlio legislative history of the 1966 Act^ a reason 
for that act, "national interest" having been th(3 excuse for not complying v/ith the pro- 
visions oi what I believe wa.. called the ikdministrativo ^actises Act. The legislative 
Mstory is quite specific, "national interest" V 7 as not an excuse for witliholding. 

Moreover, until, the FBI decided it (iould rewrite the 4.ct before the judge sitting 
on that case, it iiad disclosed law enl'orcement records to me. 

FOIa was dnacted in 1966. You are now telliiw; me, withougli sliame, tliat were the 
date to be 1975, as it v/as not, "1'X)IA processing was in its inl'iincy"? 



The MeeriX)! records \i&re not processed in 1975. Maybe the lawsuit was filed then 
but the processing lasted some time, several years, iuid the amendments were the year 
before anyv/ciy. iy initial rei.^uost for all the records relating to me was in 1975f but 
the FBI did not process /uiy of them then. It v/as quite some time later before it pro- 
cessed any. /uid it was quit^3 some time after tliat tliat began to appeal. And apiieal. 
And appeal. Bo where do you get off with that 1975 jazz? 



I was befor*; the same; judge at the scime time as the ^^erpol brothers. That judge 
asked the Depiirtmout, through Civil Division, and me to cooperate with your office, then 
headed )jy '4uin Bhu*a. The Civil Division lav/yer refused to i;o ther»; b^it my lav/yer and I 
went tlujBc (.drectly from the court room. To do what thi.* jddge and your off ice asked of 
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uiG X wont to an inordinate araount of trouble and work and for me considerable expense 
after 1 was firjit hospitalised for venou:*. tlrfoir.bosj s and your office, unle s it threw them 
away, has ^overfilled fmle drawers. (3r at least my copie-./ take up full drawers. 

Host of tlioBO are not related to Liy reiiuests for records on me but there is an abundance 
of those api:>eals in it, More thtm enotkih to cuuae you embarrassment ^Jj± you oan get 
embarrassed over any of this - should, say, the Congress got interested, Tfeose api^eals 
art.’ tlioroughly documontotjl, anu the appeals relating to records on me liavo countless copies 
of M. MI records attached giving' the file and often aerial identifications of other 
relevant reciorda still withheld. 



and t}iis does not include the miiny,many hours spent in personal conl'erences with 
your office. This included my citations of existing records on or about me. 

Your next paragraph is a lie from beginning to entl. You say in it that in those 
“infancy" days the FBI was processing only main files* ^ was s earching - "see" references 
in ip7j3 and in addition to tlio E^^^iny other sources available to you, assuming you are 
ignorant enough about your function and responaibilitios not to knov/ it, is my own 1ii7b 
litigation in wliich the FBI tostlfed to searching "see" reforenfes. 

lioreovor, most of the records on mo it provided to me beginning quite long ago are 
cross-references, or "see" references. 

The last sentence in tliis paragrpah says you liavo been assured by the FBI that it 
±msmi lias now processed all referonfes to" me. l^^be Hoschella did tell you that, but you 
have my letter to him responding to his, tliat I h^ivo been provided with all records to 
which I am indexed, telling him that is a lie and giving him proof, ‘^oiwhat youi? 
appeals function, the reiterate ^I lies and ignore documentation of them? 

The fact is that some of thu* records on me rolased in the Bilveriaaste^ ase roconis 
(I th'^ink the FBI refers to it as the Ore^rv case) were require . to have been searched 
through the FBI indices in my C.a. 75-1996. I requested ^ill records of all electronic 
sui’veillaNces on a number of people, of wliom I am one. (Tliat lawsuit ^entered on the 
iving assassination records.) The FBI indexes those records under subject, ovej^^ard and 
mentioned. It assured that court that I aia^ot in the electronic-surveillance indices and 
so told you office. It lied and youB off ic(i^accepted that lie then as you do now. More- 
over, as I told you and you could not possibly have checked and written me this letter, 

I am in several other files holdin 4 ; electronic surveillance records and I l:^ve copies 
of some of tliose records that were disclosed to others. 



Your next paragrpfSh refers zo the Silvermaster records being in the Meerpol case 
and tlius are disolosed,"^But that ignores my ancient appeal relating to pr.o.QijseJ^ those 
records. I was given copies of some that made no reference to me but what ^ saw in them 
led me to believe that I also was in tliat file. I then filed an appeal stating that I tod 
reasons to believe that records responsive to my request were in that file and I was lied 
to and told ttot I was not in them. Tliis is to say that in addition to giving me falsehoods 
in pretended response you ari) also ignoring the fact That tiid apical the specitio with- 
holding as well as the fact ttot dnly last year the FBI j^tated ttot I am the "subject" 
o/ the request under which those records \ierc disclosed to a ttord party. 



You follow this v/ith <•; real doozer: the importance of the Rosbaberg case records 
recognised by the hepnity Attorney ^er^d. That, am I io presume, is a more inportmit 
finding than ttot of several attorneys '^oneral, or in the case Y cite above, the ICing case? 
Of Mr. Y'yior's decision you say ttot "the FBI has only withheld information rela^ng to 
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third parties in those files when the iniormation itseli* is of a derogatory 
character." Vrtiero have you been? Vihat have you be<:ii doing? Moai of the witliholdings of 
names in the and King assassination cases have been of those where tlaere is m dero- 
gatory iia'oriaationl /*re you yelling' me that the decisi.in of ‘Attorney s C^eneral are ^t as 
important as that of a deputy, or t. at the Si..venuaster records are more uniJortant than 
those r.;lating to the asnassiiuition of a Presid<mt or a man like ]>r. 



You asijurc me I Wv;s "in no way sin^jled out for special treatment." You do ^ot say 
whethe-ryou mociii by the FBI, by your office or both. In any event, the record is more 



than abundantly clear, tills is false as it relates to both, I don't think any more tlian 
I have already stated with regard to the FBi io this letter is needed to maice the point 
but I add to what I say about you and yc.u-tr offibe a recent illustration. For the soke 
of what reputation you may think your office has please explain to mo how It is not 
singling mo out for special treatment to tell me tliat if 1 provide you with the information 
I gave you a half-year earlier you will put that apiioal on the bottom of the stack. 



i'liis is releviint to what you wrote me about. The FBI sent me records without any 
FOIFii number witli them, Ky appeal was specific in stating this. I also told you when I 
received those recorci^.^ Xou needed no mor«s to toake specific identification of them but 
you rejected my r^-'u^*’ on the flalse basis tlint * liad not provided proper identification. 



If I am not mistaken, you once told me that nobody had ever provided your office 
with as much information and assistance as I had. I have no way of knowing what you 
kept and what you threw out. I also have no way of knowing what you know personally, other 
than what li/fwrote you, all of which J do not protend to remember. Or who drafted the 
letter for you or wliat ho or she kiSras, if the other initials refer to such an associate. 

But I do know this; I have copies of what I gave your office, including the attach4^ 
meiifc FBI records. And I am telling you now, tuid not for the first time, that there just 
cannot bo any question about it, the FBI had and it knows it has quite a fow records 
responsive to my request and the numerous repetitions of it and my many, many appeals, 

Uidess you can allow me older ceisea, I am entitled, under the act and your regulations, 
to this matter being handled on a first-in basis. I am asking you now for your assurance 
tliat at tliis late date I will get it, and witliout any more of these self-serbing lies, 
whether to you, by you or both, 

I am outrQged that at this late date you, plural, are behaving this badly. I am ■ 
well aware of the nwmy limitations I suffer but if I do not get u meonigful and honest 
assurance that you will abide by th.) law I will see wliat i can do. I do not know whether 
any Senator of Uongressmun can be interested but I may decide to find out, understand 
that recently Congrestiman Edwards held some liearings, 

And I remind you tliat in 1977 Tho Senate hearings included what I had nothing to do 
with, questions asked of the FBI and the bd^irtment about some 25 of my requests that 
had been entirely ignored. The Department assured tho Senate tliat that would change, •••t 
did not change, witness this letter of yours. 



There is luiothor port of tliis matter that you ignore, tho Ijayi^e Base records. 

The FBI and various Department components have undisclosed records for which no claim to 
exemption Ims been made. Tliis. .also was the sub j set of many appeals. They are part of the 
records ignored under uy 1975 requests for records on or about mo. Hy appeal to you 
identified records identified in those tliat were disclosed tliat remain withheld. And what 
wa'i disclosed is but a fraction of -all tho records of all components, lour office even 
aslced the nffico of tho United Ut.-tes Attimeys to comply with that request and was content 
to have been ignored. The case was in Washington and tho papers were f^l of it, 
what ias recently disclosed does not include so much as a single clipping. I thjnk ttot I 
am cnUtled to some responsiveness from you on this, and promptly, ^^ere are in 

Sfice matters that by g-oiiu: back to before 1975 might be entitled to precedence. 

Vou should remombe,.- all the invocations of the Opaa i-porica decision, luid your assurances 

of by it# 

I don't tliink you need imy information of asssitance from me but if you do, to tho 
degree I an capable I will provide it, 

iiincerely, 



V 
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liarold \/triL3berg 



In the middle >)aragraph on 2 I state I was ^^iven copies of surveillance 

records that do include me® I was not f^ven those copies by the They came from 

others to whom the FBI had diselosecf them# They were processed lonf^ after 1975 and my 
name wua disclosed witliout my periiiissioo* lieorpol records I refer to in the noxt 
parai^aph also wore diocloeed to otliers who ^jave me the copies. The FBI did not i;:,ve 
thorn to me« 

Aside from the fact that it is a Cla rgantmu i lie in the last full i^aragraph on 
this page for you to say, as I tliero quote, joit that the FBI was v/itliliolding der'iigatory 
information from disclosed main files in that time frme, it even offered me vexV derro- 
gatory information I did not want# As well as the fact that it wa3 then disclosing such 
information about me. as an example of the FBI's practise being the exact opposite of 
what you represent, it offered me its tapes of the wiretaps and bugs it had on Kiarina 
Osi/ald. I was shocked by what it had already disclosed about her - who she slept with and 
when and where, how she explained it, the fact tliat she had and discussed with woman 
friends nocturnal sexual fantasies - even the content of her discussions with her lav;yers. 
It disclosed to me the name of a \/oman with whom Jerry Kay slept. Tj^ere is more like 
this in what it disclosed, both pc^rsonal find political. It even circulated defamatory 
personal inl'ormation about young black women to the employers of their closer r»3latives 
in on unhidden effort to got them fired# iaid it behaved in a sitdlar and to me quite 
reprehensible manner with resx>e(it to a young whitti woman who was associating i/ith blacks, 
..here it undertook to damage the business of her portents# 

You are just saying anything at all tliat cein appear to explain the facts away 
and they are very big lies that you state# 

In all the above instances tlie FBI withheld ^ names. Not of the women, or of their 

male friends, or of the black men who allegedly used drugs and misused medicines, or of 

the relatives or their employers or of tlie businesses. 

You conclude by saying you cannot do anything about the FBI's disclosure of informa- 

jjion about me where I v/as not the subject of the FBI's investigatory interest# Based on 

the very long record I have v/ith the FBI in court and out this is absolutely false. You 
also duck what I asked you, whether or not such disclosure violates a criminal provision 
of thii ib^ivacy Act# CJoing back to the very first days of my 1975 King case t}:e FBI's 
recoiTd of withholdings is as opposite of your representation as it could possibly bo# 
Horecver, the Privacy Act did tlien, supjx)sedly, control what the FBI could and could not 
disclose properly#It is not tlieit you can't do anytliing -..it is tliat you will not. \ihy I 
can only conjecture, find as I thinl: back over the record of your office, under you, I 
cannot think of an instance in which you have not supjiortod the FBI in its withholding 
of names Mhofe the information was not derrogatory - oven when the names had been dis- 
iitlosed officially, ^uid tliis includes wi thholdings" "Jiyriln the records disclosed to mo last 
June, where you have not acted on that appeal and thus support the FBI's withholdings. 

1 luive had more experience with Official mendacity than any one could possibly 
want, but as I think back over tliat I cannot reciill anytliing that approximated the tojrality 
of the dishonesty in this letter of yours# '^'his is the record you have made for yourself 
and by wliich, to the extent they will bo of interest to others in the future, it is the 
record of you in your official capacity for history. 



